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Norway is regarded as a country with a successful inclusive education because the vast majority of pupils receive
their special needs education (SNE) within ordinary educational settings. However, the Norwegian primary and
lower secondary schools are facing substantial criticism because of an extended use of teacher assistants within
SNE. A steadily rising number of assistants may seem rather incomprehensible given the fact that research con rms
that teacher competence signi cantly impacts the quality as well as the outcomes of SNE. In Norway, each SNE
decision depends upon explicit statements from an expert assessment. This indicates that the expert assessments
may have a substantial impact on the quality and the quantity of SNE. These expert assessments are withheld from
public access. Therefore, the purpose behind this study is to access a selection of expert assessments to explore
their statements regarding teacher competence and recommended educational settings for SNE. The results
indicate that the experts have developed a certain professional practice which may both explain and reinforce the
extended use of assistants within SNE in Norway.
This article represents a follow-up analysis of a study published in this journal last year, and parts of the data
material and results from the previous study (Hannås 2018), will also be presented and discussed in this article.
Introduction 
Inclusion is an overarching principle for all education in Norwegian schools. Even though there are discussions
regarding how to implement inclusive education in practice, the organisation of SNE has changed considerably since
the Salamanca Statement was adopted in 1994. While SNE previously often was organised through various
activities outside of the ordinary classroom, most pupils now receive SNE as an integral part of a general education.
The number of pupils placed in special groups is considered low, and hence Norway is recognized as a country with
success regarding the organisation of SNE (Wendelborg & Tøssebro 2010).
Though the situation respecting educational settings is mainly characterized as positive, critical questions have
been raised concerning the quality of SNE (Haug 2015). Research reveals that teacher competence has a signi cant
impact on educational quality (Baumert et al. 2010; Shulman 1986). Despite a higher learning potential within SNE
when compared to general education, several studies indicate that this is not always re ected through the pupils'
bene t from the SNE (Haug 2015). Recently, greater attention has been paid to what is described as “an extensive
use of teacher assistants” in SNE in Norway (Bele 2010; Hausstätter & Takala 2008; Hannås 2018). Critical voices
claim that the pupils with the most comprehensive special needs often are being taught by the staff members with
the lowest competence at the school, i.e. by employees without formal competence in pedagogy, in SNE, nor in the
relevant teaching subjects (Children's Ombudsman 2017; Nordahl et al. 2018).
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Both scope and content, i.e. quantity and quality, of SNE in Norway are regulated through national legislation and
public documents. Every application for SNE is dealt with individually and according to common legal procedures.
Both the pupil, parents, teachers, expert authorities—and when necessary others—are involved throughout the
process preceding a SNE provision. A key document within this process is the expert assessment (EA). According to
the law, the EA must document the pupil’s individual needs regarding both scope and content of the SNE provision
(Ministry of Education and Research, MER 1998). The EA possesses a special position and status, because the
school principals are obliged by the law to respond – in one way or another – to the statements and
recommendations from the experts. Yet, the EAs are withheld from public access and unavailable for scrutiny by
anyone other than the ones involved in the process. Therefore, it might be of interest to explore and analyse these
documents. Since educational settings often are referred to in positive terms while teacher competence of SNE is a
subject of criticism, it may be intriguing to scrutinise how these two aspects are dealt with and assessed within the
EAs.
In an article analysing processes similar to an SNE application in Norway, R.M. Emerson and S.L. Messinger
elaborated a theory identifying and describing common key aspects that seem characteristic for these kinds of
processes. The theory highlights the impact of the contribution from the experts that are involved in the process.
The experts are highly skilled professionals and often act as the authorities’ of cial representatives when dealing
with cases and processes. Their assessments have further proven to be deciding factors regarding the results and
outcomes of these processes. The theory thus indicates that the EAs may have a substantial impact on both the
quality and outcome of a pupil’s SNE (Emerson & Messinger 1977).
Given their extraordinary status and position, the aim of this study is to explore a selection of EAs in order to
identify and analyse the content of relevant statements and recommendations regarding the need for teacher
competence and preferable educational settings for SNE. The research questions to be investigated are:
What kind of competence do the EAs recommend for the SNE?
What kind of educational settings do the EAs recommend for SNE? 
Earlier research 
Since the Salamanca Statement (1994), the effort to shut down special schools and reduce the number of pupils
receiving SNE in segregated educational settings has been an international trend. Although there is no common
agreement on how to implement the principle in practice, inclusion is seen as an ongoing process in order to
respond to the diversity of pupils in mainstream classrooms (Ferguson 2008; Reindal 2016; Ainscow 2005,
Göranssson & Nilholm 2014). In addition to the physical location, researchers also see inclusion as referring to the
pupil’s “sense of belonging”, i.e. to the pupils’ subjective feelings of being accepted and included among others
(Ainscow et al. 2006; Armstrong, Armstrong, and Barton 2016; Haug 2017a, 2017b; Nilholm & Göransson 2013;
Nordahl et al. 2018). The principle further relates to a common access to an equal education, which includes the
right to an adequate and adapted education. This means that the diversity of individual needs among the pupils
must be taken into consideration (Haug 2017b). According to Haug, placement seems to be the most frequent
criterion to avoid segregation, while the quality of education has a lower priority in inclusive education. He
emphasises that inclusive education is not simply a question of where the SNE takes place, but also a question of
various aspects regarding the quality of the SNE itself (Haug 2017b).
Teacher competence has a strong impact on pupils learning, development, and achievements; and some researchers
point at the teacher as the most important single factor regarding a pupil’s educational outcomes (Baumert et al.
2010; Hanushek 2014; Hattie 2009). Both the level and the content of the teacher’s education may have a severe
impact on the pupil’s achievements (Darling-Hammond 2000). Formal quali cation in SNE is particularly valuable
when it is linked to general education, and a close collaboration between the SNE teacher and other teachers (class
or subject teachers) is a prerequisite for succeeding in creating inclusive educational environments (Nordahl et al.
2018).
Researchers discuss what kind of teacher competence that ought to be preferred or requested for SNE (Brownell,
Sindelar, Kiley & Danielsson 2010; Haug 2017b; Florian 2008, 2014). Previously, learning about SNE mainly focused
on different kinds of learning disabilities. However, recent research indicates that pupils with special needs bene t
most from general teaching strategies (Brownell et al. 2010, Haug 2017b; Florian 2014). Thus, a co-teaching model,
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where a SNE teacher and the class teacher both teach all the pupils in the classroom together, appears to be a
model that bene ts all pupils (Cook & Friend 1995; Friend et al. 2010; Scruggs, Mastropieri & Mc-Duf e 2007;
Thousand & Villa 2007).
The use of teacher assistants (TAs) to manage the growing diversity of pupils in mainstream classrooms has become
extensive in several countries (Moran & Abbott 2002; Takala 2008). Even though the TAs cannot be responsible for
teaching alone, several researchers are concerned because they often are highly involved in the teaching and
learning processes (Bennett, Ng-Knight & Hayes 2015; Webster et al. 2012; Hannås 2018; Sadler 2014; Takala
2008). Norway is one of the countries with an extensive use of TAs in SNE. Though TAs are not supposed to take full
responsibility for SNE, research indicates that they often seem to have a considerable responsibility for the
implementation of SNE in Norway (Nordahl & Hausstätter 2009; Bele 2010; Haustätter & Takala 2008; Hannås
2018). Some point to the extensive use of TAs as a signi cant explanation why pupils who receive SNE often seem to
fail in realizing their learning potential (Nordahl et al. 2018). Haug (2017c) con rms that the quality of SNE is
closely related to the competence invested in SNE and claims that formal competence in SNE seems to be a decisive
factor in making the SNE ‘work’. A kind of co-teaching including an assistant instead of a SNE teacher, beside the
class teacher, seems common in Norway (Hannås and Strømsvik 2017). Thus, researchers question the lack of
competence requirements for those who plan, carry out, and assess SNE in Norwegian schools. They claim that this
may contribute to a poor learning outcome for the pupils who receive SNE (Nordahl & Hausstätter 2009).
Background 
7.8 percent of the pupils in primary and lower secondary school in Norway receive SNE (Norwegian Directorate of
Education and Training, NDET, 2017). Most of these pupils receive part-time SNE, and the vast majority (75
percent) receive 7 hours or less of SNE per week (Festøy & Haug 2018; Haug 2015). In 2017, approximately 0.6
percent of the pupils (3,993 out of 629,300) were in special schools, or in special classes within ordinary schools
(Nordahl et al. 2018, 99; NDET 2017).
In recent years, the authorities have registered within which educational settings the SNE has been provided. The
information is systematised into the four categories: mainly alone; mainly in groups of 2-5 pupils; mainly in groups of 6
or more pupils; and mainly in ordinary class. Table 1 (below) shows the distribution of SNE between the different
educational settings in 2017-2018 (Nordahl et al. 2018).
Table 1 shows that 40.2 percent of the pupils who received SNE, did so mainly in ordinary classes. This represents a
signi cant increase since 2014 when 28 percent of the pupils received SNE within their ordinary class. The table
further shows that a total of 46.9 percent of the pupils received SNE mainly in smaller groups, and that 12.9 percent
of the pupils received it mainly alone with an assistant or a teacher (Nordahl et al. 2018, 98).
There is no similar registration indicating how much of the SNE that is carried out by TAs. Available statistics,
however, con rm that the use of TAs in SNE has been increasing for a long time. From 2010 to 2017, the increase
exceeded 80 percent, and some researchers estimate that approximately half of SNE is actually being carried out by
TAs (Nordahl et al. 2018).
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Available data further shows that 68.3 percent of the TAs in schools are working within SNE, and that 6.9 percent
are working within general education. Although there are some uncertainties connected to the  gures reported, the
difference between general and special needs education may seem remarkable, especially considering that SNE
constitutes only 7.8 percent of the education as a whole (NEDT 2017; Hannås 2018).
According to the Norwegian Education Act, all education in lower and secondary school must be adapted to the
pupils’ abilities and aptitudes, and pupils who do not bene t suf ciently from the ordinary education are entitled to
SNE. Pupils and parents may individually, or together with the school request an assessment of a pupil’s need for
SNE. The decision on a subsequent application for SNE relies on the EA regarding the pupils’ individual learning
abilities and need for SNE. The assessment is carried out by an independent expert authority, The Educational and
Counselling Service (PPT). The EA describes the pupil’s individual learning potential and learning dif culties. It
assesses the pupils need for SNE, recommends whether the application for SNE should be denied or granted, and
eventually how much and what kind of SNE the pupil is entitled to (MER 1998).
The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training (NDET) has published of cial guidelines for SNE, specifying
the details of what the EA is supposed to provide. The guidelines con rm that PPT has to recommend an exact
number of hours for SNE per school year for each case, and also state that:
An assessment considering the amount [of the special needs education] includes how the special needs education
should be organised by using different kinds of educational settings. It can, for example, point out the need for
speci c competence or extra personnel (SNE teacher competence or assistant), if it is necessary to ensure that the
pupil receives a suf cient education (NDET 2014:52, my translation).
The guidelines further state that the EA should primarily advise educational settings that may contribute to the
pupil’s group or class af liation (ibid 2014). They emphasise that there are certain restrictions limiting the schools’
possibilities to organise the education by dividing pupils into groups based on their school performances or other
criteria such as gender or ethnicity (MER 1998). National regulations, however, allow a school to let a group of poor
readers of the same grade receive intensive training in reading outside the class for a certain period of time,
assuming they return to the class soon after the period (Of cial Norwegian Report 2014:7, 25).
Based on the EA, the school owner (i.e. the school’s principal) decides whether to grant or reject the application for
SNE. If the application is granted, the decision must specify how much and what kind of SNE the pupil is entitled to.
In case of any disparity or deviation from the EA, the decision also has to explain how the school intends to answer
to and ful l the recommendations given by the EA within the general education. The principal’s decision may be
appealed and is legally binding in case of a lawsuit (MER 1998).
No speci c competence is required for teachers who are teaching SNE (MER 1998). It is possible to gain bachelor’s
and master’s degrees in SNE, but the majority of the teachers with formal SNE competence have either a teacher
education including 60 ECTs (European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System) of SNE, or a master’s degree
including 90-120 ECTs of SNE. The curriculums at the different institutions offering SNE education do not share a
common core of content (Hausstätter & Takala 2008).
The of cial requirements for a teacher’s formal quali cations and competences are basically the same within SNE
and general education. Per these requirements, all teachers have to possess an adequate and formal education
within the subjects they are teaching. Individuals who are not quali ed for teaching, in certain cases may assist in
SNE as well as in general education, assuming they receive relevant supervision from a quali ed teacher (NDET
2014:28). Thus, the principal may exempt those who teach SNE from the general competence requirements.
However, educational authorities emphasise that a principal’s individual decision must clearly state whenever the
SNE includes the use of TAs (NDET 2014:28). It is also the principal’s responsibility to ensure that the school staff
always possesses the competence considered necessary to secure the quality of the education provided by the
school (MER 1998; NDET 2016).
The close link between the EA and the principal’s decision, implicates that the content and statements within the
EAs may have a signi cant impact on the principals’ decisions, as well as on the quality and quantity of the
subsequent SNE provision. The unique position makes it particularly interesting to explore and scrutinize the EAs’
statements and recommendations regarding organisation and competence in SNE. Hence, this article is based on a
qualitative study including analyses of relevant content within a limited selection of EAs.
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Method, empirical data and analysis
This study is part of a single embedded case study of SNE competence and educational settings in Norway. A case
study is a suitable method for exploring a speci c phenomenon or practice, such as teacher competence and
educational settings of SNE (Yin 2014). Following an approval from the Norwegian Data Protection Of cer for
Research, and in collaboration with the chief municipal education of cer and the principals at all primary and lower
secondary schools in a large Norwegian city, the parents of all children who received SNE in 2014-2015 were
invited to attend in the investigation. A request to the pupils and their parents resulted in 69 written consents. The
empirical material subsequently collected from the schools includes four different kinds of documents; EAs,
principals’ decisions, individual education plans (IEPs), and annual reports from each of the 69 cases. In two cases,
PPT’s EAs were lacking. Since the purpose of this study was to gain a better insight into what statements or
recommendations the experts from PPT actually provide regarding educational settings and the need for
competence in SNE, the analysis focuses on the 67 EAs written by the professional experts at PPT. Most of the EAs
in the material consist of 3-5 pages, but several contain 5-7 pages. The empirical data is analysed through an
inductive approach using qualitative content analysis (Elo & Kyngös 2008). The EAs were numbered from E1 to E67.
Then all relevant information regarding teacher competence and educational settings was identi ed, coded, and
categorized. Below follows a presentation of the results from the analysis, accompanied by excerpts showing some
typical examples of statements and assessments from the most frequent categories.
Results 
The results below are presented according to the two research questions; starting with the  ndings from the
analyses of the assessments regarding teacher competence, followed by the  ndings from the analyses of the
assessments regarding educational settings of the SNE. 
PPT’s assessments regarding competence needs in SNE 
The EA analysis revealed that it is often hard to determine which competence PPT actually recommends. Some EAs
do not explicitly address or assess the issue, while others mention it implicitly, through statements concerning other
matters, such as content or organisation of the SNE. This caused some dif culty throughout the interpretation of
codes and categories, which may have led to some inaccuracies in the  nal results.
The codes identi ed regarding different competences are: SNE teacher, teacher, assistant, and none (no
information). Table 2 reveals the number of EAs that recommend each of the competences.
Table 2 shows that the majority of the EAs (43) mentioned or recommended teacher competence for the SNE.
Secondly is assistant, which appears in 40 of the EAs. Finally, it shows that the code SNE teacher is mentioned in
fewest of the EAs (17), and that 18 EAs do not contain or mention any speci c competence at all.
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The analysis further revealed that the different codes regularly occur in various combinations, i.e. categories. Table
3 presents the different combinations of competences that occur in the material and the number of EAs per each
competence category.
Table 2 showed that teacher is the most frequently mentioned competence in the EAs. Furthermore, Table 3 reveals
that although teacher is mentioned in 43 EAs, in most cases (22 EAs), it appears in a category which also includes the
code assistant, and in 13 EAs it occurs in a category including both assistant and SNE teacher in addition to teacher. In
6 EAs, teacher appears as the only competence mentioned. Finally, only 2 EAs mention a combination of the two
codes teacher and SNE teacher. 
Assistant, which is mentioned in 40 EAs, occurs together with teacher in 22 EAs, and together with both teacher and
SNE teacher in 13 EAs. Additionally, assistant is mentioned as the only competence in four EAs, and in one EA it is
mentioned together with SNE teacher.
While 18 EAs do not mention any speci c competence at all, the code SNE teacher is mentioned in a total of 17 EAs.
In 13 of these, it occurs in a category which also includes teacher and assistant. 2 EAs mention both SNE teacher and
teacher, and 1 EA mentions a combination of SNE teacher and assistant. Finally, SNE teacher occurs as the only
competence code mentioned in 1 EA.
Table 3 shows that most of the EAs (22 of 67) recommend or mention a combination of assistant and teacher
competence related to the SNE. The excerpts below (E6 and E2) are two typical examples of assessments from this
category. The excerpt from E6 concerns a boy in the 5th Grade, who, according to the EA, struggles with
concentration and learning dif culties in mathematics, reading, and writing. The EA recommends a total of 228
hours of SNE per year. The second excerption (E2), concerns a boy in 2nd Grade who has speci c speech challenges.
E6: In Norwegian, English, and mathematics, NN needs extra training by an additional teacher/assistant in order to learn
what is being taught. In these situations, the assistant needs supervision from a teacher, because the teachers have the main
responsibility when it comes to teaching.
E2: The recommended scope is 44 hours of SNE alone, either together with the contact teacher or with an assistant.
The EAs within the second largest category (18 of 67), have no speci c assessments or recommendations related to
the question of competence at all. The excerpt below (E18) is a typical example from this category. The assessment
concerns a girl in 10th Grade with ADHD (Attention De cit Hyperactivity Disorder) and persistent dif culties in
mathematics.
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E18: A scope of 114 hours of SNE seems appropriate to ensure that the pupil receive an equal and satisfactory education in
mathematics. PPT is also aware of the fact that the class, additionally, is divided into smaller groups two hours per week in
mathematics. This should be suf cient considering NN’s special needs.
The third largest category (13 of 67) contains EAs which mention all three competence codes. Below is a typical
example of an assessment within this category. The excerpt (E60) applies to a boy in 8th Grade who struggles with
complex social and medical problems that cause extensive learning dif culties. The EA recommends a total of 1064
hours of SNE per year.
E60: To achieve and maintain a positive learning curve, NN needs a lot of extra training, preferably alone—with an
assistant/teacher/SNE teacher—or in a small group. 
PPT´s assessments regarding educational settings for SNE 
The analysis of the EAs’ statements concerning educational settings resulted in the following codes being identi ed:
ordinary class, smaller group, alone, other solutions, and none (no recommendation). Table 4 reveals the amount of
EAs recommending each of the educational settings (in numbers and percentages).
Table 4 shows that smaller group, which is recommended in 53 of the EAs, is the most frequent code regarding
educational settings in the material. Next follow the two codes ordinary class and alone, which both are
recommended in 38 EAs, while 9 EAs do not contain any speci c comments related to educational settings (none).
The analysis further showed that the codes for different educational settings also occur in various combinations, i.e.
categories. Table 5 reveals the appearance and distribution of different codes and categories related to educational
settings in the empirical material.
Table 5 reveals that smaller group, which is the most frequently mentioned code in the material (53 EAs), occurs in
the largest category (21 EAs) together with the two codes ordinary class and alone. It is also mentioned in the
second largest category (13 EAs) together with ordinary class, and in the third largest category (11 EAs) together
with the alone. 9 EAs, which do not contain any statements regarding educational settings, constitute the fourth
largest category; and the  fth contains 6 EAs where smaller group is the only code mentioned.
In brief, Table 5 shows that smaller group, which is mentioned in 53 EAs, occurs in  ve different categories, each
containing various combinations of different educational settings. Ordinary class which is mentioned in 38 EAs, is
included as one of the codes in  ve different categories. In one EA, it is the only code present. Alone which is also
mentioned in 38 EAs, is likewise included in six different categories, and in two EAs it is the only code present. As
mentioned above, nine EAs do not mention or refer to any educational setting. Finally, other solution is mentioned
in three EAs: two belong to a category including three other codes, and in the third it is the only code mentioned in
the EA.
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The most frequently mentioned
category of educational settings (21
EAs) includes three codes: ordinary
class, smaller group, and alone. The
excerpt below (E22) is an example of
a typical assessment from this
category. It applies to a boy in 7th
Grade who has ADD (Attention
De cit Disorder) and concentration
dif culties, but otherwise strong
learning ability. The EA recommends
a total of 142 hours SNE per year,
either by a teacher or an assistant:
E22: The school has to assess whether
the [special educational] support should
be organised in—or in relation to—the
ordinary class, or if some parts of it
should be organised alone with a
teacher/an assistant, or in a smaller
group of pupils.
The second largest category (Table 5)
includes 13 EAs, which all mention both ordinary class and smaller group as recommendable educational settings
for the SNE. The excerpt below (E15) is a representative example from this category. It applies to a girl in 9th Grade
with problems related to dyslexia and dyscalculia. The EA recommends a total of 882 hours of SNE, distributed over
three years, from 8th to 10th Grade.
E15: The school has to assess whether the support should be organised within or in connection to the ordinary class, or if
parts of the education are most appropriate when given in a smaller group of pupils.
The third largest category includes 11 EAs, which all contain recommendations including both small group and
alone with a teacher or an assistant. An example of a typical statement from this category is that the SNE “may be
organised individually [alone] or in a smaller group, together with 3–4 other pupils” (E38, boy 10th Grade).
Discussion and conclusion 
According to Norwegian legislation, the EAs are not obliged to, but they may, recommend speci c competence or
extra personnel, if the professional experts consider it necessary in order to ensure that the pupil may achieve a
suf cient educational bene t. This may explain the lack of expert assessments and recommendations concerning
the need for competence in approximately a quarter of the EAs in the material. It may also help to explain some of
the typical statements concerning the need for competence in other EAs. The results show that teacher is the most
frequently mentioned competence in the material, closely followed by assistant, and that they are both mentioned
in more than half of the EAs (Table 2). The content analysis, however, revealed that teacher usually appears in a
context where the EAs emphasise that the assistants have to receive guidance from a professional teacher.
Similarly, the analysis further revealed that, although SNE teacher is mentioned in approximately a quarter of the
EAs, all except one of the EAs—besides SNE teacher—also mentions teacher and/or assistant in their statements
regarding competence for SNE. Representing typical examples from the largest categories, the excerpts (E6, E2,
E18 and E60) reveal that the professional experts in general tend to include several different competences in each
assessment, without preferring or recommending any one of them in particular. By leaving several options open, the
experts create large a room for manoeuvre, letting the principal decide which one of the mentioned competences to
invest in the SNE. By doing so, the expert assessment is designed to support the  nal decision, no matter which of
the aviliable options the principle chooses to implement.
With respect to the question of which educational setting to choose for the SNE, the content analysis reveals a
similar trend within the experts’ assessments. The excerpts, representing typical assessments (E22, E15 and E38),
indicate that the experts’ statements tend to mention several different educational settings without arguing for or
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recommending any of them speci cally.
The main result from the study of EAs thus indicates that the professional experts in general tend to provide several
options and leave the  nal decision, both regarding which competence to invest in and which educational setting to
implement, to the principal. However, the principal’s decision may be in uenced by several different conditions,
such as his/her own professional background and knowledge of SNE and inclusion, or by the current practical and
economic situation at the school (Nordahl 2018:107).
The professional experts at PPT are often considered as advocates for pupils who need special needs education. For
that reason, most people would presumably expect them to voice the pupils’ needs for special support in their
assessments, both regarding the need for SNE teacher competence and appropriate educational settings. However,
the analyses in the study reveal that the professional experts’ assessments in fact, instead may serve to support,
facilitate, encourage, or legitimise a decision regarding SNE that appears most convenient given the current
circumstances at the school. Because of the EA’s unique position and decisional in uence on the SNE provision
(Emerson & Messinger 1977; MER 1998), an expert practice like the one revealed above, may ultimately also serve
to maintain and reinforce the extended use of assistants, which is the reason why SNE in Norwegian schools are
being exposed to a lot of substantial criticism (Nordahl & Hausstätter 2009; Bele 2010; Haustätter & Takala 2008;
Hannås 2018; Nordahl et al. 2018; Haug 2017c).
Earlier research indicates that SNE in Norway seems to have adapted well to the overarching principle of inclusive
education regarding questions related to educational settings, but it often questions the quality—as well as the
pupils’ outcome—of the SNE. Maybe the awareness and focus on educational settings, in terms of physical location,
has overshadowed other implications of the principle related to the need for professional expertise regarding both
inclusion and SNE. This study suggests that this may partly be explained by a certain practice among the
professional experts in PPT who assess the pupils’ individual needs related to SNE. Given the severe impact of
teacher’s competence on the quality of SNE, one way of enhancing SNE quality might be to instruct PPT by
requesting clearer and more speci c assessments regarding recommendable or preferable teacher competences in
the EAs. The lack of assessments regarding the need for teacher competence applies to the need for SNE
competence as well as to the need for competence regarding what inclusive education means—and how to
implement it—in practice.
This study explores a selection of expert assessments with the aim to enlighten and scrutinize the professional
experts’ assessments regarding the need for competence and recommendable educational settings for SNE. The
results indicate that a certain practice developed among professional experts may contribute to an explanation of
the extended, and still growing use of assistants in SNE in Norway. This is however a small study, and to my
knowledge, it is the only one so far analysing the content of EAs and scrutinizing the statements from the
professional experts at PPT. Hence, there is a great need for more research. This includes the need for more
extensive studies in order to investigate whether the professional practice described above is widespread within
other regions and applies to the country as a whole, or not. Furthermore, I chose to explore the expert assessments
because of their unique status and potentially crucial and decisive impact on the SNE, and because of the lack of
similar analysis of these documents. The result indicates that it might be useful to reconsider which kind of
assessments to request through the expert assessments. It will be interesting to explore and compare relevant
content in the subsequent documents, i.e. the principals’ decisions, the individual education plans, and the annual
reports, that follow the 67 EAs in the cases involved in this study. However, there is still a great need for further
research, including more classroom studies focusing on educational practices, in order to develop a better
knowledge of how to implement an inclusive SNE in practice.
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